In a modern democracy such as we have, it is essential that English law be up-to-date and relevant. However, much English law is out of date and obsolete. This is especially so in the field of criminal law. The purpose of this article is to argue for the repeal of many old pieces of English criminal legislation and for the consolidation of the remainder.
Introduction
We live in a modern society with a deepening democracy. One in which the State is expected to justify -and is increasingly held accountable for -the proper expenditure of large sums of taxpayers' money. We also live in a society where the general public expects the legal system -and the law -to be modern and up-to-date; not one that reflects the mores -and an imbalance of power in favour of the State -which existed centuries ago. After all, the public are paying for the legal system -the courts and the judges -and they are entitled to one which is accessible, free of obsolete law, with impartial and competent judges.
If one went into hospital for an operation would one expect the surgeon to operate with instruments more than 200 years old? What would be the result? So, should the law be any different? Especially, the criminal law? Should people be tried for crimes that are up to 700 years old?
1 Crimes where the language is, sometimes, not in English but in Latin or Law French? Where there is, sometimes, a failure to specify the punishment? Where the wording of the relevant Act is tortuous and obscure? If a surgeon were to wield an ancient trepanning device to deal with a head wound, would the patient not have cause to complain? Why, then, does so much antiquated criminal legislation remain on our books? There is no need for this and it works injustice -from the outset -to persons who might be tried for such offences. Crimes should be intelligible to the accused as well as to their lawyers and judges. They should not require detailed research in the history books. We live in the Space agenot the age of the Plantagenets. Thus, the law needs to move on. In the case of R v Rusbridger (2003) 2 the House of Lords made it clear that they did not support the retention of obsolete legislation. This has also been the common opinion of jurists for -at least -200 years. Thus, Eden, in his Principles of Penal Law (1771) declared:
Statutory Crimes: 1275 -1815
Legislation relating to crimes -and criminal process -still extant for the period 1275-1815, comprises the following:
 Those Acts (and crimes) which (it is asserted) should be abolished outright are in italics. They have been considered in previous articles. 9 Thus, this article will analyse the following:
 Constables Protection Act 1750
 Writ of Subpoena Act 1805
 Universities Act 1825
It is asserted that the Acts of 1750 and 1805 should be modernised and the Universities Act 1825 repealed. If this were done -in respect of all legislation dealing with crimes and criminal process still extant in the period 1275-1815 -this would leave only the Habeas Corpus Acts 10 which need to be considered in a separate analysis. So too, the Offences at Sea Act 1799 and the Criminal Jurisdiction Act 1802.
11 Previous articles have also considered: (a) three obsolete common law crimes; 12 and (b) a number of other pieces of legislation post-1815 dealing with crimes and criminal process. It is asserted that (a) be abolished and (b) repealed. 13 7 It is asserted only the offence of 'adhering' to the enemy should be preserved. This should become a new offence of treachery (one which is not linked to allegiance; one which is also based on the Treachery Act 1940). See n 4 (a)-(c). 8 It appears that some lawyers allege part of this Act is not obsolete (this comprises wording which empowers JP's to bind over for good behaviour). See Appendix A. However, even if so, this would be resolved by amending the Justices of the Peace Act 1987, s 1 (7). 9 See fn 4. 10 Habeas Corpus Acts 1679, 1781, 1803, 1804, 1816 & 1862. 11 These are not complex. The Act of 1799 (which only comprises one sentence), essentially, provides that crimes under English law apply to the high seas. And the Act of 1802 (only a few lines are extant) provides that offences committed by public service employees abroad may be prosecuted in England and the offenders punished as if the offences had been committed in England. 12 See Appendix A. 13 Ibid.
Constables Protection Act 1750 (a) Introduction
Today, the police have the ability in many instances to act without a warrant -including when making an arrest.
14 Further, today, the police are a professional body and have much greater discretion -and power -than the constables of 1750. 15 Back in 1750 -at the time of the Act -the constable was an amateur -often of dubious ability - 16 the ministerial agent of the justice of the peace ('JP') who executed his warrants. He did not generally go out of his precinct.
17 And JP's had a more limited jurisdiction, geographically, than in modern times.
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 This Act of 1750, therefore, pre-dates modern legislation which permits constables to act without a warrant. Its purpose was that -if a JP issued a warrant without jurisdiction -a constable (or other person) who acted in obedience to it, was protected from a civil action (but not a criminal prosecution) subsequently brought against him. 19 Also, no action could be brought until a copy of the warrant had been demanded;  As will be seen, it is asserted the Act of 1750 should be formulated in modern terms. Thus, in general, any person subject to a warrant should be entitled to a copy of it within 6 days of demand. Also, a constable (or person) acting in obedience to a warrant should be protected from any civil (or criminal) prosecution if he acts without malice or negligence.
(b) Demand of Warrant
The preamble to the Act 20 states that it is: An Act for the rendering Justices of the Peace more safe in the execution of their office: and for indemnifying constables and others acting in obedience to their warrants. 21 The only section of this Act still extant -section 6 -bears the headnote: 'Action not to be brought against any constable acting in obedience to justices warrant, till demand made of the sight and copy of the warrant, and [refund] thereof, etc.' It provides: …no action shall be brought against any constable, headborough, or other officer, 22 or against any person or persons acting by his order and in his aid, for any thing done in obedience to any warrant under the hand or seal of any [JP] , 23 14 See Baker, n 6, p 313. See also Criminal Evidence Act 1984, s 24 (arrest without warrant). Cf. Magistrates Courts Act 1980, s 1 (1) 'Upon an information being laid before a [JP] for an area to which this section applies that any person has, or is suspected of having committed an offence, the [JP] may…(b) issue a warrant to arrest that person and bring him before a magistrates' court for the area or such magistrates'court as is provided in subsection (5) below.' 15 A Gentleman of the Middle Temple, Readings upon the Statute Law (London, printed for the Author, 1723), vol 2, p 108, 'The constable is the proper officer to a justice of peace, and bound to execute his warrants.' See also Hawkins (1824), n 5, p 98. For the history of the constable, see Halsbury's Laws of England (4th ed), vol 36(1), para 101 et seq. 16 Stephen, n 5, vol 1, p 196 'Nothing could exceed the inefficiency of the constables and watchmen. Of the constables, Dalton (in the reign of James I) [this is a reference to M Dalton, The Countrey Justice. London. For the Society of Stationers. 1619] observes that they 'are often absent from their houses, being for the most part husbandmen, and so most of the day in the fields.' The charge of Dogberry shows probably with no great caricature what sort of watchmen Shakespeare was familiar with.' 17 A Gentleman, n 15, pp 110-1. 18 Today, warrants of arrest, commitment, detention, distress or search issued by a JP of the peace may be executed anywhere in England and Wales by any constable acting withn his police area. See Halsbury, n 15, vol 36(1), para 478. 19 Smith & Hogan, n 6, p 683 summarised the Act as follows: 'Where a warrant is issued but the justice lacks jurisdiction to issue the warrant, the constable who arrests under the warrant is statutorily protected from any 'action' if he acts in obedience to it. As the term 'action' is inappropriate to a criminal proceeding, a constable could not rely on the Act as a defence to a criminal prosecution, but he would probably have a good defence on the ground of a lack of mens rea.' 20 21 The general observation of Eden on the unsatisfactory nature of preambles may be noted, n 3, p 313 'the effectual promulgation of the laws is much retarded by the manner in which they are formed… those tedious preambles, which seem to have been derived from the ancient method of passing laws by petition, are still retained, though frequently ill-connected with the subsequent parts of the law, to which they are prefixed.' 22 The reference to 'headborough' is obsolete. 26 Thus, the gravamen is that no action (this would not include a criminal prosecution) can be brought against a constable or other officer (or person acting under his orders) obeying a JP's warrant unless:
 a signed written demand is made (or left) by the person intending to bring the action (the plaintiff);
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 it is made (or left) at the usual place of abode of the constable;
 it demands 'the perusal and copy of such warrant';
 it has been refused (or neglected) for 6 days after it was made (or left).
This obligation on a potential litigant who seeks to bring an action against a constable needs to be considered with reference to the situation prevailing c.1750.  On the basis the constable was a sworn officer of the court, pre-1750, he did not have to show a copy of his warrant. 28 This reflected not only the balance of power prevailing in those times in favour of the court and against a potential offender (or innocent party). It also reflected the rudimentary means of communications of those days. It would take time for the constable (walking or on horseback) to get a warrant from a JP; 29  Today, with modern technology and the desire that persons be informed of their legal rights, it is only proper that a person subject to a warrant should be entitled to a copy of it -in any case -on demand to the relevant court and this should be provided for;  The Magistrates' Courts Act 1952, s 102(4) 30 provided that a warrant to arrest a person charged with an offence could be executed by a person notwithstanding he was not in possession of it at the time. However, on the demand of the person arrested, the warrant should be shown to him as soon as practicable.
31 Further, De Costa (1978) provided that an arrest under a warrant for a civil matter was unlawful if the arresting officer did not have the warrant in his possession; 32 23 Charleton v Alway (1840) 11 Ad & El 993 (113 ER 691) (distress was levied by a constable for non-payment of tax. It was held he was not bound to join as co-defendants certain commissioners who issued the warrant since they were not JP's as such (although they were also acting as JP's for the division). 24 A copy of the warrant is sufficient, the original is not necessary. Atkins v Kirby (1840) 11 Ad & El 777 (113 ER 609) . 25 Jones v Vaughan (1804) 5 East 445 (102 ER 1141) established that a constable was entitled to the protection of s 6 on proof of demand even when the warrant was not then supplied within the 6 day period, when the action was only commenced after compliance. See also Halsbury Laws, n 15, vol 36(1), para 523. 26. As Halsbury Statutes, n 20, vol 33(2), preliminary note to the Act, notes, the earliest form of police organization seemed to have been a local association of persons who -as the king's subjects -became sureties for one another's keeping the peace. These associations elected principal men called headboroughs, borsholders or tithingmen who were responsible for maintaining order in the association. DM Walker, The Oxford Companion to Law (Oxford, 1980) (definition of headborough). 'The chief of the 10 men who comprised a frankpledge (qv), elected by the court leet with the responsibility for the keeping of order in the area for which he was elected. They were gradually replaced by petty and parish constables.' See also Halsbury Laws, n 15, vol 36(1), para 101. 27 It can also be brought by his agent or lawyer. 28 See A Gentleman, n 15, p 109 'As the constable is a sworn officer, he need not show his warrant, and it is said, he may justify detaining an offender for a day, without a warrant.' Hawkins (1824 ed), n 5 vol 2, p 135 'a bailiff, or a constable, if they be sworn, and commonly known to be officers, and act within their own precincts, need not show their warrant to the party, notwithstanding that he demand the sight of it; but that these and all other persons whatsoever making an arrest, ought to acquaint the party with the substance of their warrants, and that all private persons to whom such warrants shall be directed and even officers, if they be not sworn and commonly known, and even these, if they act out of their own precincts, must show their warrants if demanded. And therefore it is enacted by 27 Geo 2 c 20 [1754, rep] that in all cases where any [JP] is required or empowered by any statute to issue a warrant of distress for the levying any penalty inflicted, or sum of money thereby directed to be paid, 'the officer executing such warrant, if required, shall show the same to the person whose goods and chattels are distrained, and shall suffer a copy thereof to be taken.' 29 In those times there probably was also a tendency of JP's and constables to delay -or not wish to provide -warrants when any want of jurisdiction was alleged. Further, it should be remembered that, prior to 1829 and the beginnings of a modern police force, constables were often old and feeble of dubious competence, see n 16. 30 33 the defendants, to levy a poor's rate under a warrant of distress granted by two JP's, broke and entered the house and broke the windows. It was held they could be sued in trespass without a previous dermand of the perusal and copy of the warrant according to the Act. 34 Today, in modern society, the onus should be on the State (the courts) to provide proof of the warrant and not the party subject to the warrant (who may be innocent of any offence).
 Thus, it is asserted that modern legislation should provide that: (a) a person subject to any warrant is entitled to see it; (b) a person subject to any warrant is entitled to a copy within 6 days of a written request. This should apply whether -or not -a party subsequently brings any action (civil or criminal) against a constable on the basis of lack of jurisdiction. Thus, the requirement of a warrant in the 1750 Act should now be 'severed' from any possible subsequent action against the constable. It should apply generally;  The effect of this would clear up much uncertain law -especially -as to when a constable must have a warrant in his possession, as well as what 'possession' means. 35 Today, it seems only appropriate (and reasonable) that a person be informed whether any action against them is by virtue a warrant (why on earth not?). Also, to see it on demand. The latter would clear up many of the problems relating to the warrant being issued with a defect of jurisdiction (see below) as well as save court time -and expensehaving to deal with such cases.
(c) Defect in JP's Jurisdiction
Section 6 also provides:
and in case after such demand and compliance therewith, by showing the said warrant to and permitting a copy to be taken thereof by the party demanding the same, any action 36 shall be brought against such constable, headborough, or other officer, or against such person or persons acting in his aid for any such cause as aforesaid, 37 without making the justice or justices who signed or sealed the said warrant defendant or defendants, that on producing and proving such warrant at the trial of such action the jury shall give their verdict for the defendant or defendants, notwithstanding any defect of jurisdiction in such justice or justices;
and if such action be brought jointly against such justice or justices and also against such constable, headborough, or other officer or person or persons acting in his or their aid as aforesaid, then, on proof of such warrant, the jury shall find for such constable, headborough, or other officer, and for such person and persons so acting as aforesaid, notwithstanding such defect of jurisdiction as aforesaid; (wording divided and spelling modernized for ease of reading) 38 In summary, where (a)  if the action is brought jointly against the JP and the constable, on proof of the warrant, the jury shall find for the constable notwithstanding such defect of jurisdiction;
The purport of s 6 was summarized in Hoye v Bush (1840) per Coltman J:
The object of [s 6] was to meet a difficulty which occurred frequently in practice, where the officer acted under the warrant of a magistrate who had no jurisdiction.
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There was a public policy reason behind this, as Eldon CJ noted in Price v Messenger (1800):
The public interest requires that officers who really act in obedience to the warrant of a magistrate should be protected. In such cases, therefore, the law has provided that the remedy of the party grieved shall be confined to the magistrate, as well where he has granted a warrant without having jurisdiction, as where the warrant which he has granted is improper.
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Halsbury summarises the position as follows:
In executing a warrant a constable must act strictly according to its terms, otherwise he will be liable to a claim against him. If he acts in obedience to a warrant issued by a [JP], he has a good defence in any proceedings for tort 42 which may be brought against him, notwithstanding some defect in the justice's jurisdiction, provided that the constable complies within six days with any written demand for a sight of and an opportunity to copy the warrant.
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Price v Messenger (1800) 44 clarified the Act covered the situation where a JP granted a warrant improperly as well as where he acted without jurisdiction. However, it did not cover constables acting under warrants issued by justices of the King's Bench. 45 Further, it only protected constables (or other persons acting under the warrant) where they acted in obedience to the warrant -not when the acted unlawfully. 46 As to the wrongful execution of a warrant by a JP, Clerk and Lindsell cite various instances of the wrongful execution of a warrant, 47 viz:
The person may not be the one to whom the warrant was directed. For example, where a constable arrests A with a warrant directed to B. 48 Today, this will not matter providing the constable acts within his police area; 49  Wrong Goods. A constable cannot be justified if he takes C's goods under a distress against B (ie.
goods not referred to in the warrant are taken) 50 unless it is reasonably believed they are also stolen. The object of the clause in question was the protection of those officers who are charged with the execution of magistrates' warrants, who before that time were subject to indictment if they did not execute the warrants directed to them, or to vexatious actions if they did. For this purpose the legislature proposed to substitute the magistrate by whom the warrant was granted, and who was supposed to be cognizant of the legality of it, in lieu of the officer who was merely the instrument to execute it, and who was probably ignorant of the grounds on which it was issued.' See also Clerk & Lindsell on Torts (20th ed, 2010), p 912, para 5-121. 41 . 43 Halsbury, n 15, vol 36 (1), para 523. 44 2 B & P 158 (126 ER 1213) (if the warrant be to seize stolen goods and the officer seized goods which turned out not to have been stolen, then still protected by the Act). 45 Gladwell v Blake (1834) 1 Cr M & R 636 (149 ER 1235). 46 Horsfield v Brown [1932] 1 KB 385 at p 369 per Lord Macnaughten 'He had no right to execute the warrant at any time, or in any place or in any manner forbidden by law.' Also 'if the warrant be a lawful warrant, and he executes it in an unlawful way, then no action is maintainable against the magistrate, but an action is maintainable against the constable. (1968) . 51 The conclusion was that, when a constable entered a house by virtue of a search warrant for stolen goods, he could seize not only goods he reasonably believed to be covered by the warrant but also other goods he believed (on reasonable grounds) to have been stolen and to be material evidence on a charge of stealing (or receiving) against the person in possession of them (or anyone associated with him); 52  Wrong Time. A constable cannot be justified if he executes the warrant at the wrong time. 53 As a rule, warrants may be executed at any time of the day (however, in relation to search warrants, it is the usual and proper course to direct that the search should only take place in the day time); ) issued a warrant to search for 'John Entick, the autor, or one concerned in writing the Monitor'. The messengers seized him and his papers. On trespass the jurors found a special verdict. Lord Camden delivered the judgment of the court, that a warrant to seize and carry away papers in the case of a seditious libel was illegal and void. His lordship noted that warrants to search for stolen goods had crept into the law by imperceptible practice; that it is the only case of its kind to be met with; and that the law procedes in it with great caution. For 1st, there must be a full charge, upon oath, of a theft committed. 2ndly, the owner must swear that the goods are lodged in such a place. 3rdly, he must attend at the execution of the warrant to show them to the officer, who must see that they answer the description. And lastly, that the owner must abide the event at his peril; for if the goods are not found, he is a trespasser; and the officer being an innocent person, will be always a ready and convenient witness against him. 52 See especially judgment of Lord Denning, pp 309-14. Halsbury, n 15, vol 36(1), para 482 'this appears to be the application to the case of stolen goods of a wider proposition, the underlying principle of which is that where a constable has reasonable grounds for believing that the person concerned has committed or is implicated in a crime, the constable may seize an article held by that person which the constable reasonably believes to be the fruit of a crime, or an instrument used in a crime or otherwise material evidence of it.' The principle may also extend to the case where the refusal of the person to hand over the article is quite unreasonable. See Ghani v Jones [1970] It seems clear this Act of 1750 should be modernized. In particular,  Any person subject to a warrant in respect of a criminal -or civil -matter should be entitled to see it on request. There is no good reason, these days, why constables should not have warrants in their possession;  Any person subject to a warrant in respect of a criminal -or civil -matter should be entitled to a copy of it within 6 days of request. The modern means of copying, means that obtaining a copy is a simple administrative matter, unlike in olden times. Doing this alone would remove much old caselaw in respect of the need to provide a warrant as well as many of the current grounds as to unlawful execution;
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 When a JP issues a warrant, his should be the primary responsibility if it is defective. The constable (or other person) is an innocent agent and he should not, in law, be held responsible. Thus, no action (or criminal prosecution) should be possible against him acting in obedience to a warrant save where he himself acts: (a) not bona fide; or (b) negligently. The latter would include the caselaw situations outlined in (c) above.
It may be noted that -in the case of JP's -pursuant to the Courts Act 2003, they have immunity from being sued for their actions except if they have acted outside their jurisdiction and not bona fide. 64 If the Act of 1750 we so replaced, this would remove a lot of uncertainty and old law. 65 New legislation:
 should apply whether a criminal prosection or a civil action is brought (under the Act it only applies to the latter);  should cover any action under the warrant (replevin and non-tort matters are not covered by the Act);
 should apply to any form of warrant -including a king's bench warrant.
In conclusion, the protection of the police when executing warrants is important. The law should clarify when they are liable to prosecution for their own acts. And whereas it is fit to provide for the appearance of persons to answer in case where warrants are not usually issued, and to give evidence in criminal prosecutions in every part of the [UK]: Be it further enacted that the service of every writ of subpoena or other process upon any person in any one of the Provided always…that none of such last-mentioned courts shall in any case proceed against or punish any person for having made default by not appearing to give evidence in obedience to any writ of subpoena or other process for that purpose unless it shall be made to appear to such court that a reasonable and sufficient sum of money to defray the expenses of coming and attending to give evidence and of returning from giving such evidence had been tendered to such person at the time when such writ of sub-poena or other process was served upon such person.
Writ of Subpoena 1805
This wording should also be modernized.
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In conclusion, this Act should be modernized in order to make it more intelligible. This would not seem onerous. it shall be lawful for the chancellor or vice chancellor of the said universities…to appoint such number of able men as he shall think fit to be constables in and for the said universities…who shall continue in office either during good behaviour or during pleasure, or for such period of time, either defined or dependent on future circumstances, as such chancellor or vice chancellor shall direct.
Universities Act 1825

This
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Once appointed, the Act provides that a constable:  has full power to act as a constable within the precincts of the relevant university and 4 miles of the same;  In the case of Cambridge university, there are extant c. 20-30 constables (the so-called Cambridge University Constablulary). However, they generally restrict their activity to internal university matterscrimes and other serious incidents being dealt with by the professional police (the Cambridgeshire Constabulary).
Thus, in the case of Oxford university, this Act is obsolete. In the case of Cambridge university it is contended it is no longer required for the following reasons:  Historical Reasons. There was no particular reason -other than a historical one -for Oxford and Cambridge to have such legislation. In modern times, other universities and institutes of education have campi -and student numbers as large -to whom the Act could (should) equally apply (eg. Durham university and various London universities). Yet, the lack of a private constabulary has not disadvantaged them;  Geographical Ambits too Wide. The power of the constables under the Act is too wide today -in terms of physical ambits and applying other than to students. The Act covers not only the university per se but also up to 4 miles from the same. However, it is difficult to delinate -in terms of territory -what now comprises Cambridge university as such. Further, there is no need for the special constabulary to exercise power outside the Cambridge Colleges since the Cambridge Constabulary now operate elsewhere in the town;  Powers of JP's. The reference to the 'like powers and authorities of [JP's] . If this Act were repealed, there would be nothing to prevent Cambridge -like Oxfordsimply re-branding their constabulary as assistants to the proctors;  Need for Professionalism. Both Cambridge citizens (and students) should not be subject to arrest by amateurs. They are entitled to be subject to the same professional police force as their fellow citizensor otherwise to be governed by the general law such as the Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984 (see above). As it is, the Cambridge University Constabulary -in practice -do not exercise their full constabulary powers, doubtless, as a result of this as well as concerns of their being subject to litigation if they have acted improperly or outside their jurisdiction. 
In conclusion, this Act is no longer required in the case of Oxford
Consolidating Criminal, Criminal Procedure & Justice Legislation
Having analysed these obsolete pieces of legislation, consideration needs to be given to consolidating criminal, criminal procedure and criminal justice legislation in general in order to make it more intelligible and userfriendly. As noted in section 1, there are, presently, some 220 distinct Acts -a huge, amorphous, mass that has built up over the centuries. This should be drastically curtailed. 82 However, these are only with regard to model indictments and some (such as those dealing with customs and road traffic) are better reserved to specific Acts. These six Acts could, later be contracted to 4. Such a mode of proceeding will also make it easier to add in common law offences which subsequently become statutory. See also Appendix C;  Criminal Procedure Legislation. This could be consolidated into two Acts viz. Thus, it is asserted that the current morass of legislation should be consolidated as follows:
79 See also Smith & Hogan, n 5, p 451. Section 24(3) provides that these sections apply to conspiring, attempting,inciting, aiding, abetting, counselling or procuring an arrestable offence and that these acts are also arrestable offences. 80 If the Cambridge Constablulary are insufficient to deal with specfic incidents relating to the university, the chief of police of the police force maintained for a police area may appoint special constables for that area. See Halsbury's Laws, n 15, vol 36(1), para 109. 81 See n 6. As to the method of assembling the contents of Appendices C-E, Halsbury lists criminal, criminal procedure and criminal justice material in vols 12(1)-(5). However, since much of this has been subsequently amended, I have checked its status against the Statute Law Database (which is not fully up to date at times) and the Westlaw database (which is, probably, the most accurate of all). I have also reviewed the legislation cited in the indices in Archbold and other modern criminal law texts (see n 6). It should be noted that Appendices C-E comprise the most commonly cited criminal legisation. A number of crimes are also contained in more specific Acts (such as legislation on animals, on aviation etc) and (it is asserted that) it is better they remain there rather than being in a general Crime Act. 82 The cover of Archbold 2013 (see n 6) splits offences into those relating to: (a) The effect of consolidation would be to reduce some 220 Acts into 10 Acts. Consolidation would also eliminate, at least, 500 sections comprising citation sections, commencement sections, amendment sections, cross reference sections etc. It is also asserted that:  Consolidating criminal justice legislation should be left to last, being easier that way;
 The ideal means to speedily progress consolidation would be for two Parliamentary draftsmen (or Law Commission personnel) to consolidate criminal legislation at the same time as well as a third consolidating criminal procedure legislation. Obviously, this should happen only after -or at the same time as -obsolete legislation is removed;  There is a bewildering number of titles in respect of criminal, criminal procedure and criminal justice legislation (see Appendices C-E). These titles are often confusing or they mean little (eg. many 'criminal justice' Acts actually contain crimes and matters of criminal procedure as well). If titles of Acts were shortened this would save much administration and paper -as well as be made more intelligible to the general public and lawyers. Thus, it is asserted that 'Crime Acts' should contain offences, 'Criminal Procedure Acts' should contain material on criminal procedure and 'Criminal Justice Acts' the remainder.
Conclusion
In modern times, it is essential that our criminal law is clear and intelligible. Also, that it be consolidated. This article asserts that all legislation relating to criminal law and procedure prior to 1800 should be repealed save for a few provisions. These should be consolidated in one Act. These provisions will cover the following:  Immunity of police constables for their acts; 
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These provisions would comprise 6-8 sections in all, 89 replacing some 19 old Acts (or, rather, snippets of the same). This residue -as well as all the other principal pieces of criminal legislation, criminal procedure and justice legislation referred to in Appendices C-E -should then be consolidated into 10 Acts. 
